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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA #2 1 

CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL 

Case No. CV 14-7344 PSG (AJWx) Date January 13, 2015 

Title Los Angeles Catholic Worker, et al. v. Los Angeles Downtown Industrial District 
Business Improvement District, et al. 


Present: The Honorable Philip S. Gutierrez, United States District Judge 

Wendy Hernandez Not Reported 

Deputy Clerk Court Reporter 

Attorneys Present for Plaintiff(s): Attorneys Present for Defendant(s): 

Not Present Not Present 

Proceedings (In Chambers): Order DENYING Defendants’ Los Angeles Downtown 

Industrial District Business Improvement District and Central 
City East Association, Inc.’s motion to dismiss. 

Pending before the Court is Defendants Los Angeles Downtown Industrial District 
Business Improvement District and Central City East Association, Inc.’s (together, 

“Defendants”) motion to dismiss Plaintiffs’ complaint. Dkt. #21. After considering the papers 
submitted by the parties and the arguments made during oral argument, the Court DENIES 
Defendants’ motion. 

I. Background 

Plaintiffs Los Angeles Catholic Worker (LACW), CANGRESS, aka The Los Angeles 
Community Action Network (“LA CAN”), Harry James Jones (“Jones”), Louis Grady 
(“Grady”), Lloyd Hinkle (“Hinkle”), and Walter Shoaf (“Shoaf’) (collectively, “Plaintiffs”) filed 
this action on September 19, 2014 against Defendants Los Angeles Downtown Industrial District 
Business Improvement District (“LADID” or “BID”), Central City East Association, Inc. 
(“CCEA”), and the City of Los Angeles (the “City”). Dkt. # 1. 

Plaintiffs are four homeless individuals who live in the City of Los Angeles’s “Skid Row” 
area and two organizations that operate in this same area. Id. ]} 6. According to Plaintiffs, 
Defendants have “engaged in a long-running campaign to seize homeless people’s unattended 
property” which has resulted in violations of their rights under both Federal and California state 
law. See Compl. ^ 4. Plaintiffs state in the Complaint that Defendants, aware that homeless 
people leave their property unattended at times during the day to, inter alia , get food, use the 
restroom, attend court proceedings, and get medical treatment, have seized this property from 
Plaintiffs and other homeless individuals without notice. Id. 7, 8. 
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According to the Complaint, the unabandoned property that Defendants seize “is often 
only left for only one minutes at a time by individuals who have no choice but to leave their 
property on the streets” while they tend to life’s necessities. Id. ^[46, 47. In fact, Plaintiffs allege 
that LAD ID “routinely seize property at times that they know or should know that individuals 
will be away from their property.” Id. ^ 48. Plaintiffs plead that after taking this property 
LADID sometimes leaves a note stating that the property was unattended and that it can be 
reclaimed on 7th Street and Central Avenue, but that “individuals often do not receive the 
receipt.” Id.\ 51. After the property is seized, “it is taken to a warehouse . . . where facility 
staff go through the items seized” and destroy items “the staff deems perishable, soiled or wet” 
and store the rest of the items for no more than ninety days. Id. ^ 53. Plaintiffs allege that to 
retrieve this property an individual must present an “unattended property receipt” and that 
without a receipt Defendants are “frequently unable or unwilling to return an individual’s 
possessions.” Id *\f 55. 

Plaintiffs contend that these seizures have been performed by individuals employed by 
the LADID and the CCEA acting under color of law. Id. 19-26. The LADID is an entity 
created by the City of Los Angeles to promote “the economic revitalization and physical 
maintenance of the business district[].” Id. ]}]}19, 26. The LADID must abide by a Management 
District Plan that outlines the approved activities of the Business Improvement District. Id. ^ 27. 
Plaintiffs allege that pursuant to “the current Management District Plan” the “LADID provides 
personnel to patrol the streets of the LADID and to perform municipal services” that include 
“sanitation and maintenance services to the public streets and sidewalks in the District.” Id. 
31-33. The CCEA is a non-profit corporation “contracted by the City of Los Angeles” to 
manage the LADID. Id. ^ 19-26. 

Plaintiffs’ Complaint brings forth the following causes of action against Defendants: (1) 
violation of their right to be secure from unreasonable seizures under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the 
Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution, and Article 1, Section 13 of the California 
Constitution; (2) violation of their right to due process of law under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the Fourth 
Amendment of the United States Constitution, and Article 1, Section 7 of the California 
Constitution; (3) violation of their civil rights through interference by threat, intimidation, or 
coercion under California Civil Code § 52.1; (4) conversion, and (5) trespass to personal 
property. See Compl. 92-117. 

On November 21, 2014, Defendants brought this motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of 
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). See Mot. 


II. Legal Standard 
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A motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6) tests whether the complaint “contain[s] 
sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’” 
See Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (quoting BellAtl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 
544, 570 (2007)). When deciding a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court must accept the facts 
pleaded in the complaint as true, and construe them in the light most favorable to the plaintiff. 
Faulkner v. ADTSec. Servs., Inc., 706 F.3d 1017, 1019 (9th Cir. 2013); Cousins v. Lockyer, 568 
F.3d 1063, 1067-68 (9th Cir. 2009). The court, however, is not required to accept “legal 
conclusions . . . cast in the form of factual allegations.” W. Mining Council v. Watt, 643 F.2d 
618, 624 (9th Cir. 1981); see Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678; Twombly, 550 U.S. at 555. 

After accepting all non-conclusory allegations as true and drawing all reasonable 
inferences in favor of the plaintiff, the court must determine whether the complaint alleges a 
plausible claim to relief. See Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 679-80. “A claim has facial plausibility when 
the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the reasonable inference that the 
defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged. . . . The plausibility standard is not akin to a 
‘probability requirement,’ but it asks for more than a sheer possibility that a defendant has acted 
unlawfully.” Id. at 556 U.S. at 678 (citing Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556); see Moss v. U.S. Secret 
Serv., 572 F.3d 962, 969 (9th Cir. 2009). 

TIT. Discussion 

Defendants argue that all of Plaintiffs claims must be dismissed because Plaintiffs do not 
have a valid property right and because Defendants are not violating the injunction issued in 
Lavan v. City of Los Angeles, 797 F. Supp. 2d 1005 (C.D. Cal. 2011). See Mot. 3:7-4:13. 

Finally, Defendants claim that LACW and LA CAN “lack standing to sue Defendants.” Id. 8:9- 
11. The Court addresses each argument in turn. 

A. Plaintiffs’ Property Rights 

Defendants write that Plaintiffs’ “Complaint is written under the assumption that 
individuals have some inherent right to store personal possessions on public sidewalks, without 
disturbance” and argue that “[n]o law supports this premise.” Mot. 10:8-16. They also contend 
that “all of Plaintiffs’ claims fail because they are unsupported by any property right.” Mot. 
10:28-11:1. To support these assertions, Defendants cite to decisions by this Court and the 
Ninth Circuit in a case brought by homeless individuals against the City of Los Angeles alleging 
Constitutional violations due to the City’s seizure and destruction of their personal property. See 
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Lavan v. City of Los Angeles, 797 F. Supp. 2d 1005 (C.D. Cal. 2011); Lavan v. City of Los 
Angeles, 693 F. 3d 1022 (9th Cir. 2012). Defendants’ mischaracterize the holdings. 

First, the Court agrees that neither decision recognized an inherent right under the 
Constitution to leave possessions unattended on public sidewalks. The Courts clearly held, 
however, that the “unabandoned property of homeless persons is not beyond the reach of the 
protections enshrined in the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments.” Lavan, 693 F. 3d at 1027; see 
Lavan, 797 F. Supp. 2d at 1013 (“the Fourth Amendment’s protections extend to the 
unabandoned property of Plaintiffs” and “Plaintiffs’ personal possessions, perhaps representing 
everything they own, must be considered property for purposes of [a Fourth Amendment due 
process analysis].”). Defendants are incorrect that the distinction between unattended property - 
which Plaintiffs claim was unabandoned and Defendants do not dispute - and abandoned 
property is irrelevant. Mot. 10:17-18. It is, in fact, quite relevant. Whereas the Fourth 
Amendment does not protect an individual’s abandoned property, seizure of unabandoned 
property must be reasonable under the Fourth Amendment. See Lavan, 797 F. Supp. 2d at 1013 
(writing that seizure of abandoned property “would not be unreasonable” but seizures of 
unabandoned property are “only lawful if they are reasonable” under the Fourth Amendment). 

1. Unreasonable Seizure under the Fourth Amendment 

Defendants argue that Plaintiffs’ claim of a violation of their right protecting them from 
unreasonable seizure under the Fourth Amendment fails because the Fourth Amendment does 
not protect Plaintiffs’unbandoned property. Mot. 11:1-14. They further argue that because 
Plaintiffs “cannot demonstrate that they had a right to leave their property unattended on public 
streets, they cannot establish that Defendants’ removal of their property for storage elsewhere 
was unreasonable.” Id. 11:7-10. Defendants are incorrect. As explained above, seizure of 
unabandoned property, even in violation of a City ordinance, must comply with the 
reasonableness requirements of the Fourth Amendment. See Lavan v. City of Los Angeles, 797 
F. Supp. 2d at 1013 (“[T]he Fourth Amendment’s protections extend to the unabandoned 
property of Plaintiffs. The question then becomes whether the City, in seizing Plaintiffs 
property, acted reasonably under the Fourth Amendment.”). 

Thus, to state a claim for unreasonable seizure of their property under the Fourth 
Amendment, Plaintiffs must allege that there was a seizure of their property and that the seizure 
was unreasonable. See id. “A seizure of property occurs when there is ‘some meaningful 
interference with an individual’s possessory interests in that property.’” Id. (citing Soldal v. 

Cook County, 506 U.S. 56, 61 (1992)). Defendants do not claim that Plaintiff has failed to allege 
that there was a seizure, but contend that Plaintiffs’ have not alleged that the seizure was 
unreasonable. See Mot. 11:1-14. 






Case 2:14-cv-07344-PSG-AJW Document 29 Filed 01/13/15 Page 5 of 10 Page ID #:234 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL 

Case No. CV 14-7344 PSG (AJWx) Date January 13, 2015 

Title Los Angeles Catholic Worker, et al. v. Los Angeles Downtown Industrial District 
Business Improvement District, et al. 


To determine whether a seizure of personal property is unreasonable under the Fourth 
Amendment, “courts ‘must balance the nature and quality of the intrusion on the individual’s 
Fourth Amendment interests against the importance of the governmental interests alleged to 
justify the intrusion.’” Lavan v. City of Los Angeles , 797 F. Supp. 2d at 1013 (citing United 
States v. Jacobsen , 466 U.S. 109, 125 (1984)). Here, Plaintiffs have plead sufficient facts to 
establish a Fourth Amendment violation under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) 
pleading standards. Plaintiffs allege that Defendants seize unabandoned personal property in 
Skid Row left unattended by homeless individuals - which includes medications, all of their 
clothing, blankets, as well as identification documents - without notice, and store it for ninety 
days after destroying any perishable, soiled, or wet items. See Compl. 58, 61, 67. According 
to Plaintiffs, Defendants take this property when it is neatly packed and it is not evidence of a 
crime or contraband. Id. ^ 8, 61. Plaintiffs also state in the Complaint that Defendants took 
Plaintiff Grady’s property even when he “wrote a note and posted it in front of his belongings to 
inform the BID officers that his property was not abandoned.” Id. 66. These facts are 
sufficient to state a claim that Defendants have acted unreasonably in seizing Plaintiffs’ 
unattended property. 

Defendants’ argument that their conduct is reasonable, as a matter of law, because they 
remove property pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”) § 56.11, which provides 
in part that “[n]o person shall leave or permit to remain any merchandise, baggage, or any article 
of personal property upon any parkway or sidewalk” is unavailing. As the Ninth Circuit has 
explained, more than once, the City’s actions of removing property pursuant to the LAMC must 
comply with the “Fourth Amendment’s reasonableness requirement.” See Lavan, 693 F. 3d at 
1029; see also Miranda v. City of Cornelius, 429 F. 3d 858, 864 (9th Cir. 2005) (“the decision to 
impound pursuant to the authority of a city ordinance and state statute does not, in and of itself, 
determine the reasonableness of the seizure under the Fourth Amendment”). 

The cases that Defendants cite to in their reply also fail to support their argument. 
Defendants make much of the fact that in Lavan, this Court found that seizure and immediate 
destruction of plaintiffs’ property in that case was a violation of the Fourth Amendment, but did 
not find such a violation from the mere seizure of the property. Reply 4:27-5:7. Whether seizing 
and storing property in the matter alleged in this Complaint is unreasonable under the Fourth 
Amendment was not before this Court in Lavan or at issue in Joyce v. City & County of San 
Francisco. See Lavan, 797 F. Supp. 2d at 1009; Joyce v. City & County of San Francisco, 846 
F. Supp. 843, 863-64 (N.D. Cal. 1994) (noting that Plaintiffs did not challenge a city’s procedure 
of seizing and storing individuals’ personal property, but sought an injunction to prevent the city 
from reverting back to a former practice of seizing and destroying such property). Defendants’ 
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citation to Watters v. Otter, which found that the seizure and storage of unattended property was 
not unconstitutional, is equally unpersuasive. See Reply 5:15-26; Watters v. Otter, 955 F. Supp. 
2d 1178 (D. Id. 2013). First, this is a non-binding decision from a district court outside of this 
Circuit. Second, the district court in that case reached that decision on a motion for summary 
judgment, not a motion to dismiss, as is the case here. 

The Court is not convinced that it is appropriate to dismiss Plaintiffs’ claim at this 
juncture and, therefore, DENIES Defendants’ motion. 

2. Due Process Violation under the Fourteenth Amendment 

Under the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution, “[n]o state shall. . . 
deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law.” U.S. Const, amend. 
XIV. To state a claim under this theory, Plaintiffs must allege that there was a deprivation of an 
interests “encompassed within the Fourteenth Amendment’s protection of ‘life, liberty, or 
property’” and, if so, that the deprivation did not comport with the due process requirements 
guaranteed by the Constitution. Lavan, 693 F. 3d at 1030-33. 

Plaintiffs allege that Defendants’ seized their unabandoned personal property from the 
streets in Skid Row. Compl. ^ 4. It has been clearly established by this Court, and by the Ninth 
Circuit, that a homeless individual’s personal property, unabandoned on the sidewalks of the 
City of Los Angeles, is considered “property” under the Fourteenth Amendment. See Lavan, 

797 F. Supp. 2d at 1016-17 (“Plaintiffs’ personal possessions, perhaps representing everything 
they own, must be considered ‘property’ for purposes of this due process analysis.”); Lavan, 693 
F. 3d at 1032 (“homeless person’ unabandoned possessions are ‘property’ within the meaning of 
the Fourteenth Amendment”). Therefore, Plaintiffs have alleged a deprivation of an interest - 
the interest in the possession of their personal property - that is protected by the Fourteenth 
Amendment. 

Due process requires that individuals are provided “notice and an ‘opportunity to be heard 
at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner,” before they are deprived of their property. 

See Lavan, 797 F. Supp. 2d at 1016 (citing Matthews v. Elridge, 424 U.S. 319, 339-43 (1976). 
The failure to provide pre-deprivation notice is only excused in “extraordinary situations where 
some valid governmental interests is at stake that justifies the postponing of the hearing after the 
event.” United States v. James Daniel Good Real Prop., 510 U.S. 43, 53 (1993). In determining 
whether the basis procedural due process requirements have been met courts consider the 
following factors: 

(1) the private interest that will be affected by the official action; (2) the risk of an 

erroneous deprivation of such interest through the procedures used, and the probable 
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value, if any, of additional or substitute procedural safeguards; and (3) the Government’s 
interest, including the fiscal and administrative burdens that additional or substitute 
requirements would entail. 

Matthews, 424 U.S. at 321. 

Here, Plaintiffs allege in their Complaint that Defendants, under color of law, deprive 
them of their property - at times indefinitely - without providing any notice whatsoever before 
seizing their property. See Compl. 8, 48 (“[Plaintiffs] had no way of knowing their property 
would be taken when they were gone” and “BID officers provide no notice of any kind to the 
community that it is conducting sweeps at any particular time, and the seizures are not pursuant 
to any established maintenance schedule that is made public in any way.”). According to 
Plaintiffs, after the property is seized, it is taken to a warehouse where facility staff destroy any 
items that are perishable, soiled, or wet. Id. 53. Plaintiffs also plead that while Defendants 
sometimes leave an “unattended property receipt” on a wall above the location from where the 
property was seized, “individuals often do not receive the receipt” and Defendants make no 
effort to ensure that do receive it. Id. Tj 51. Without that receipt, Plaintiffs claim, individuals are, 
many times, unable to retrieve any property that was not destroyed. Id. 56. 

The Court agrees with Plaintiffs that they have alleged sufficient facts to state a claim of a 
due process violation under the Fourteenth Amendment. Plaintiffs’ interests in continual 
possession of their property - such as medication and blankets - is high especially in light of a 
homeless person’s precarious living situation. Furthermore, although the items that Defendants 
seize may not be worth much to most individuals, to homeless individuals, this property often 
represents all of their possessions and may not be easily replaceable. Plaintiffs allege that 
Defendants provide no pre-deprivation notice and that even the post-deprivation notice - which 
is often not effective - is not sufficient to allow individuals to recover their property. 

Defendants fail to convince the Court that Plaintiffs fail to state a claim for relief. First, 
they argue that “the Fourteenth Amendment does not create a duty to protect unattended 
property left on the public street.” Mot. 11:18-20. Defendants seem to misunderstand the 
protection afforded by the Fourteenth Amendment’s due process clause. As explained above, 
the Fourth Amendment protects individuals from deprivation of property without due process of 
law. Therefore, even if Defendants did not have a duty to protect Plaintiffs’ property, that does 
not defeat Plaintiffs’ claim. 
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Defendants also claim that pre-deprivation notice is not required because they seized the 
property pursuant to LAMC § 56.11. Defendants misstate the law. Pre-deprivation notice is 
only excused during extraordinary circumstances. The Ninth Circuit cases cited by Defendants 
do not support that removal of the property in compliance with LAMC § 56.11 constitutes an 
extraordinary circumstance that warrants this exception. See, e.g., Goichman v. Rheuban 
Motors, Inc., 682 F.2d 1320 (9th Cir. 1982) (determining whether post-deprivation procedure for 
car recovery complied with the Fourteenth Amendment); Miranda v. City of Cornelius, 429 F. 

3d 858, 867 (9th Cir. 2005) (commenting that pre-deprivation notice is not required before 
impounding vehicles when they are ‘impeding traffic or threatening public safety and 
convenience’”) (citations omitted). Furthermore, even assuming that pre-deprivation notice is 
not required, Plaintiffs have adequately plead that Defendants’ post-deprivation notice does not 
comply with the Fourteenth Amendment. 

Defendants argue that Plaintiffs cannot plead that Defendants violated their rights by 
seizing their property while at the same time pleading that Defendants operate as agents of the 
City of Los Angeles. According to Defendants, as agents of the city they were authorized to 
seize the property pursuant to the LAMC. Defendants are mistaken because the two are not 
mutually exclusive. That is, even if Defendants seized the property as agents of the City and 
pursuant to the LAMC ordinance, they must still “take reasonable steps to give notice that the 
property has been taken so the owner can pursue available remedies for its return.” See Lavan, 
693 F. 3d at 1032. Lastly, Defendants argue, without providing any authority, that because the 
Complaint alleges that they do not destroy Plaintiffs’ property immediately, the property’s 
seizure without pre or post-deprivation notice is not unconstitutional. 

For the reasons stated above, the Court DENIES Defendants’ motion to dismiss Plaintiffs 
due process violation claim. 

3. Interference by Threat. Intimidation or Coercion in violation of California 

Civil Code 8 52,1 

Under California Civil Code § 52.1, also known as the Bane Act, a plaintiff can bring an 
action for a violation of her state of federal civil rights “committed by ‘threats, intimidation, or 
coercion.’” Chaudhrv v. City of Los Angeles, 751 F.3d 1096, 1105 (9th Cir.) (citing Cal. Civ. 
Code § 52.1(a)). 

Defendants argue that Plaintiffs fail to state a claim against them for a violation of the 
Bane Act because the “Complaint does not allege that LADID or CCEA members threatened or 
coerced the Plaintiffs.” Mot. 12:7-11. As Plaintiffs point out, however, they allege in the 
Complaint that Defendants conspired with the LAPD in the seizure of their property. Compl. 

52. Plaintiffs also plead that LAPD “threaten individuals with arrest if they interfere with the 
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BID officers’ attempts to take property.” Id. These allegations of threats are sufficient to plead 
a violation of the Bane Act. See Cuviello v. City & Cnty. of San Francisco, 940 F. Supp. 2d 
1071, 1102 (N.D. Cal. 2013) (“Threat of arrest suffices to demonstrate “threats, intimidation, or 
coercion” under the Bane Act.”). Defendants fail to show that Plaintiffs have not properly 
alleged that there was a conspiracy between them and the City, and, therefore, the Court 
DENIES their motion to dismiss Plaintiffs’ third cause of action. 

4. Conversion and Trespass to Personal Property 

According to Defendants, Plaintiffs fail to pled sufficient facts to establish their 
conversion and trespass to personal property causes of action because 1) they were not 
permanently deprived of their property and 2) Plaintiffs cannot plead that Defendants were 
acting “at the behest of the city” to state their §1983 claims, while at the same time arguing that 
Defendants cannot be sheltered from tort liability for acting on behalf of the City. Mot. 12:14- 
15:5. 


To state a claim for Conversion under California law, a plaintiff must plead that there was 
an “unjustified, willful interference without lawful justification, whereby a person entitled to it is 
deprived of the possession of his or her property.” Goto Settlement v. Eisenberg, 593 F.3d 1031, 
1039 (9th Cir. 2010). In California, trespass to personal property is an “interference by a person 
with physical possession of the property belonging to another, without justification or consent, 
proximately causing the damage.” Fed. Sav. & Loan Ins. Corp. v. Molinaro, 923 F.2d 736, 743 
(9th Cir. 1991) (citations omitted). Plaintiffs have sufficiently stated both claims. As Plaintiffs 
point out, they have alleged permanent deprivation of much of their property and that 
Defendants have interfered with their possessory interests in the property that they seized. 

In response to Defendants’ second argument, Plaintiffs argue that “even if defendants are 
correct that defendants were acting at the behest of the City, this is insufficient to defeat 
plaintiffs’ allegations for conversion and trespass to personal property” because they are 
allowed, under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(d)(2) to plead alternative theories of liability. 
See Opp. 19:1-15. The Court agrees. Here, Plaintiffs have stated that Defendants have acted as 
agents of the City - which Defendants do not contest - to state their § 1983 claims. Plaintiffs 
also state that Defendants acted with no authority - and presumably not as agent of the City - 
in seizing their property, and thus are liable for conversion and trespass to personal property. 
Although Plaintiffs may not be able to prevail under both theories, pleading both theories does 
not warrant dismissal of their causes of action at this juncture. Therefore, the Court DENIES 
Defendants’ motion to dismiss Plaintiffs’ fourth and fifth causes of action. 
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E. Lavan Injunction 

Although Defendants argue that they are not in violation of the injunction in place in 
Lavan v. City of Los Angeles because 1) the injunction does not apply to them, but only to the 
City of Los Angeles, and 2) because seizure and storage of abandoned property does not violate 
it, the Plaintiffs respond that they “do not contend that defendants are in violation of the 
injunction.” Mot. 8:14-9:22. As such, the Court does not reach this issue. However, because 
Plaintiffs’ claims are based on violations provided by Federal and California state law, and not 
on the injunction, the Court’s failure to reach this issue does not warrant dismissal of Plaintiffs’ 
claims. 


F. Standing 

Lastly, Defendants argue, almost in passing, that “the organizational Plaintiffs, LACW 
and [LA CAN] lack standing to sue Defendants.” Mot. 8:10-11. Defendants neither elaborate 
this argument nor mention it again in their papers. The Court is not here to make arguments for 
either party, and, therefore, denies Defendants’ motion to dismiss Plaintiffs LACW and LA 
CAN based on lack of standing and deems this argument waived. See, e.g. Schlegel v. Wells 
Fargo Bank, N.A., 720 F.3d 1204, 1210 n.4 (9th Cir. 2013) (deeming issue waived where it was 
not supported by any argument); F.D.I.C. v. Garner, 126 F.3d 1138, 1145 (9th Cir. 1997) 
(deeming issue waived where it was not supported by any case law or argument). 


IV. Conclusion 


For the foregoing reasons, the Court DENIES Defendants’ motion to dismiss. 


IT IS SO ORDERED. 








